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Abstract
Despite the success of Transformer-based models in the time-series
prediction (TSP) tasks, the existing Transformer architecture still
face limitations and the literature lacks comprehensive explorations
into alternative architectures. To address these challenges, we pro-
pose AutoFormer-TS, a novel framework that leverages a compre-
hensive search space for Transformer architectures tailored to TSP
tasks. Our framework introduces a differentiable neural architecture
search (DNAS) method, AB-DARTS, which improves upon existing
DNAS approaches by enhancing the identification of optimal oper-
ations within the architecture. AutoFormer-TS systematically ex-
plores alternative attention mechanisms, activation functions, and
encoding operations, moving beyond the traditional Transformer
design. Extensive experiments demonstrate that AutoFormer-TS
consistently outperforms state-of-the-art baselines across various
TSP benchmarks, achieving superior forecasting accuracy while
maintaining reasonable training efficiency. 1
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1 Introduction
Time series forecasting (TSP) represents a crucial modeling en-
deavor [20], spanning a wide array of practical applications such as
climate modeling, inventory management, and energy demand pre-
diction. Many efforts have been devoted in proposing different types

1Code will be publicly available upon acceptance.
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of models to enhance the performance of TSP. In the 1970s, the dom-
inant approaches are the statistical models like ARMA, ARIMA [6],
GARCH [1], and structural models [5]. With the raise of machine
learning (ML) in the 1990s, many ML approaches have been applied
to TSP, such as SVM [30], decision tree, and ensemble models like
Gradient boosting regression tree (GBRT) [11]. In the deep learning
(DL) era, various deep learning-based time series models, including
recurrent neural networks, convolutional neural networks, linear
models and Transformer [45], are proposed in the literature. Among
these models, Transformer [41] now plays an important role in the
recent works like iTransformer [27] and PatchTST [32], achieving
better performances across different benchmark tasks.

With the widespread applications of Transformer in different
domains and modalities, the research field has witnessed many
sophisticated Transformer variants tailored for TSP [21, 47, 52, 53].
However, the existing methods have the following limitations. First,
a branch of Transformer-based methods focused on manually alter-
ing the attention mechanisms [52]. However, these works focused
on designing more efficient attention functions, reducing the over-
all complexity. However, as [32] demonstrates, these models fail
to perform well on the TSP tasks, and have been outperformed
by simple architectures like multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs). Sec-
ond, recent models like iTransformer [27] and PatchTST [32] have
shown that with the proper tokenization methods, the Transformer
model can achieve the state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance with
the original architecture design. However, alternative architectures
have not been fully investigated.

To address the above issues, we propose the AutoFormer-TS
framework (see Figure 1). First, we look into the architecture of the
vanilla Transformer, and design a comprehensive search space for
TSP Transformer models. Our search space contains alternative at-
tention mechanisms, activation functions, and encoding operations
that substitute the residual connections. As for the search algorithm,
we employ the differentiable neural architecture search (DNAS)
[25] framework. We have looked into the workflow of DNAS and
find that the current DNAS methods may have shortcomings in
identifying which operations to keep. Thus, we propose a novel
DNAS method, AB-DARTS.

Extensive experimentation has proved that our AutoFormer-TS
framework can successfully identify architectures that surpasses
recent state-of-the-art baseline methods on the TSP task at hand.
The contributions of our work are summarized as follows:

• Our AutoFormer-TS framework constructs a comprehensive
and compact search space, which identifies the alternative
operations or functions that could benefit the Transformer
architecture.
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• Our AutoFormer-TS framework proposes a novel DNAS
method, AB-DARTS, which modifies the mechanism of iden-
tifying the most contributing operation on an edge of the
hyper-network.
• AutoFormer-TS consistently exceeds the state-of-the-art per-
formance in TS forecasting tasks, while requiring reasonable
training time cost.

2 Related works
2.1 Time series modeling
As a classical research problem with widespread applications, mod-
els constructed from the statistical approaches for time series mod-
eling have been used from the 1970s. The representative models are
autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) [6], exponen-
tial smoothing [13], and structural models [5]. The most significant
characteristic for these methods is that they require significant do-
main expertise to build. With the development of machine learning
(ML) [4], many ML techniques are introduced to time series mod-
eling to reduce manual efforts. Gradient boosting regression tree
(GBRT) [11, 35] gains popularity by learning the temporal dynamics
of time series in a data-driven manner. However, these methods
still require manual feature engineering and model designs. With
the powerful representation learning capability of deep learning
(DL) from large-scale data, various deep learning-based time series
models are proposed in the literature [23], achieving better fore-
casting accuracy than traditional techniques in many cases. Before
the era of Transformer [41], the two popular DL architectures are:
(a) Recurrent neural networks (RNNs) based methods [17], which
summarize the past information compactly in internal memory
states and recursively update themselves for forecasting. (b) Con-
volutional neural networks (CNNs) based methods [22], wherein
convolutional filters are used to capture local temporal features.
More recently, multi-layer perceptron (MLP) based methods, like
[40] and [51], have raised attention in the research field, since these
models are simple and light-weight.

2.2 Transformer architectures in time series
The progressive advancements in natural language processing and
computer vision have led to the development of sophisticated Trans-
former [42] variants tailored for a wide array of time series fore-
casting applications [47, 52]. Central to these innovations is the
methodology by which Transformers handle time series data. For
instance, iTransformer [27] treats each univariate time series as a
distinct token, forming multivariate time series into sequences of
such tokens. More recently, PatchTST [32] adopts an assumption of
channel independence, transforming a univariate time series into
multiple patches, which are subsequently treated as tokens and pro-
cessed through a Transformer encoder. Another important research
direction is to design alternative Transformer architectures. This
branch of works mainly devote themselves into manually design-
ing novel attention mechanisms, including Reformer [21], Informer
[52], AutoFormer [47], FEDformer[53].

2.3 Neural architecture search methods
In the early attempts, NAS requires massive computations, like
thousands of GPU days [24, 55, 56]. Recently, a particular group of
one-shot NAS, led by the seminal work DARTS [26] has attracted
much attention. DARTS formulates the search space into a super-
network that can adjust itself in a continuous space so that the
network and architectural parameters can be optimized alternately
(bi-level optimization) using gradient descent. A series of literature
try to improve the performance and efficiency of DARTS, such as [8,
9, 31, 48]. SNAS [48] reformulate DARTS as a credit assignment task
while maintaining the differentiability. [12] penalize the entropy
of the architecture parameters to encourage discretization on the
hyper-network. P-DARTS [8] analyze the issues during the DARTS
bi-level optimization, and propose a series of modifications. PC-
DARTS [50] reduces the memory cost during search by sampling a
portion of the channels in super-networks. FairDARTS [9] change
the softmax operations in DARTS into sigmoid and introduce a
zero-one loss to prune the architectural parameters. XNAS [31]
dynamically wipes out inferior architectures and enhances superior
ones.

Our work complements the literature by the following two as-
pects: (a) we conduct a pilot experiment to analyze the shortcom-
ings of the current DNAS methods; (b) we propose a novel DNAS
method that can achieve better search performances and search
stability.

3 Search Space Design
Now we discuss our search space in detail. Since our goal here is
to optimize the transformer architecture, we keep its main bone
structure, as shown in Figure 1. We design a comprehensive search
space for discovering discovering novel self-attention structures
as well as the novel architectures for the pointwise feed-forward
module.

3.1 Search Space for the self-attention module
As shown in Figure 1, the original self-attention mechanism in the
Transformer model can be expressed as follows:

𝑞𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖𝑊𝑄 ,

𝑘 𝑗 = 𝑥 𝑗𝑊𝐾 ,

𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑞
⊤
𝑖 ⊙ 𝑘 𝑗 ,

(1)

where 𝑥𝑖 , 𝑥 𝑗 ∈ R𝑙×𝑑𝑚 is the input tokens 𝑖 and 𝑗 ’s hidden represen-
tations. 𝑖, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑙 , where 𝑙 is the sequence length and𝑑𝑚 is the model’s
hidden dimension. The above dot-product attention mechanism
(denoted as Dot_Attn), i.e., how to compute the attention scores 𝑠𝑖, 𝑗
between any token pairs, is the core to the self-attention module
[41].2

Although Dot_Attn in Equation 1 is the most widely used one in
the Transformer models in the literature. However, there are also
a wide collection of attention functions in the literature. Here we
present four alternative attention mechanisms:

2Here we do not include the multi-head aspect in the attention module to simplify the
math expressions. However, we will implement the multi-head attention module in
the experiments.
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Figure 1: The architecture for our AutoFormer-TS framework .

• Elementwise product attention [37] (denoted as EP_Attn),
where the attention score is calculated as the Hardmard
product between 𝑞𝑖 and 𝑘 𝑗 :

𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 = tanh(𝑞𝑖 ⊙ 𝑘 𝑗 )⊤𝑊𝑑 , (2)

where𝑊𝑑 ∈ R𝑑𝑚×1 is the learnable parameter matrix, ⊙ is
the Hardmard product operation, and tanh() is the hyper-
bolic tangent function.
• Bilinear attention [44] (Bilinear_Attn), where the attention
score is calculated as the bilinear product between 𝑞𝑖 and 𝑘 𝑗 :

𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑞
⊤
𝑖 𝑊𝑑𝑘 𝑗 , (3)

where𝑊𝑑 ∈ R𝑑𝑚×𝑑𝑚 is the learnable parameter matrix.
• Concat attention [43] (Concat_Attn), where the attention
score is calculated by concatenating the query and key vec-
tors and going through an activation function and a linear
projection layer:

𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 = tanh(concat( [𝑞𝑖 , 𝑘 𝑗 ]))⊤𝑊𝑑 , (4)

where𝑊𝑑 ∈ R𝑑𝑚×1 is the learnable parameter matrix.
• Minus attention [39] (Minus_Attn), where the attention
score is calculated by letting the query vector to subtract the
key vector and going through an activation function and a
linear projection layer:

𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 = tanh(𝑞𝑖 − 𝑘 𝑗 )⊤𝑊𝑑 , (5)

where𝑊𝑑 ∈ R𝑑𝑚×1 is the learnable parameter matrix.

In our search space, the above mentioned five attention functions
will constitute the attention function search space.

3.2 Search Space for the feed-forward module
As shown in Figure 1, the original feed-forward network (FFN)
module is:

𝐹𝐹𝑁 (𝑋 ) = Proj𝑑𝑜𝑤𝑛,𝑘 (𝑔(Proj𝑢𝑝,𝑘 (𝑋 ))), (6)

where Proj𝑢𝑝,𝑘 is the linear layer that projects the input from dimen-
sion 𝑑𝑚 to 𝑑𝑓 𝑓 𝑛 . Here, 𝑑𝑓 𝑓 𝑛 denotes the intermediate dimension, 𝑘
denotes the dimension multiplication factor:

𝑑𝑓 𝑓 𝑛 = 𝑘 ∗ 𝑑𝑚 . (7)

Proj𝑑𝑜𝑤𝑛,𝑘 projects the input from 𝑑𝑓 𝑓 𝑛 to 𝑑𝑚 , and 𝑔() is the activa-
tion function. In the original Transformer [41], 𝑘 = 4, and 𝑔() is the
ReLU activation. To construct the search space for the AutoFormer-
TS framework, we now consider the following alternative design
choices: (a) setting 𝑘 to one of { 0.5, 1, 2, 4 }. (b) Setting the activation
function 𝑔() to ReLU [15], Leaky_ReLU [49], SWISH [36], GeLU
[16] and ELU [10]. The activation functions are presented in Table
1.
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Table 1: Activation functions in the search space.

Name Function
ReLU max(𝑥, 0)
Leaky_ReLU 𝑥 if 𝑥 ≥ 0 else 1e-2 * 𝑥
ELU 𝑥 if 𝑥 ≥ 0 else 𝑒𝑥 − 1
SWISH 𝑥 ∗ 𝑆𝑖𝑔𝑚𝑜𝑖𝑑 (𝑥)
GeLU 0.5 ∗ 𝑥 ∗ (1 + 𝑒𝑟 𝑓 (𝑥/

√
2))

3.3 Search Space for encoding operations
In the original Transformer model, the two core modules include
residue connections:

𝑋 (1) = Attn(𝑋 ) + 𝑋,

𝑋
′
= FFN(𝑋 (1) ) + 𝑋 (1) .

(8)

However, as demonstrated in [38], when substituting some of the
residue connections with proper encoding operations like convo-
lutions, the model performance could improve. This observation
is intuitive: different encoding operations could provide seman-
tic information from different perspective, enriching the hidden
representations of the look-back window. So the above equations
become:

𝑋 (1) = Attn(𝑋 ) + Enc_A(𝑋 ),

𝑋
′
= FFN(𝑋 (1) ) + Enc_F(𝑋 (1) ),

(9)

where Enc_A() and Enc_F() are encoding operations. Thus, it is
natural for us to consider the following search space for the encod-
ing operations in our AutoFormer-TS framework:
• Special zero operation, denoted as Null;
• Skip connection, denoted as Skip;
• 1-d convolutions, with kernel size 𝑘 , where 𝑘 = 1, 3, 5, de-
noted as Conv_𝑘 ;

3.4 Summary of the whole search space
Based on the above analysis of the alternative design choices of
Transformer for the time series model, we now formally introduce
our whole search space:
• The encoding operation accompanying the self-attention
module: { Null, Skip, Conv_1, Conv_3, Conv_5 };
• The encoding operation accompanying the FFN module: {
Null, Skip, Conv_1, Conv_3, Conv_5 };
• The attention function Attn_Func in the self-attention mod-
ule: {Dot_Attn, EP_Attn, Bilinear_Attn, Concat_Attn, Mi-
nus_Attn};
• The activation function 𝑔() in the FFN module: {ReLU, ELU,
SWISH, Leaky_ReLU, GeLU };
• The dimension multiplication factor 𝑘 : {0.5, 1, 2, 4}.

For a Transformer model with 3 blocks, our search space contains
1.56e+10 number combinations of possible transformer architec-
tures, which is quite a large search space. Next, we will show how to

navigate through this enormous search space and obtain architec-
tures that are better than standard Transformer model efficiently.

4 Search algorithm
4.1 Preliminaries on differentiable neural

architecture search
Now we give a brief introduction to the representative differen-
tiable neural architecture search algorithm, DARTS [25]. During
the search stage, DARTS initialize a hyper-network which is a
connected directed acyclic graph (DAG) with 𝑁 nodes. Each node
Node𝑖 is referred to as a search cell, which combines a set of 𝑛𝑖
operations {𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 }𝑛𝑖𝑗=1 via a weighted sum. Denote the architectural
parameter for 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 as 𝛼𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ R, then the Node𝑖 represents the follow-
ing operation:

Node𝑖 (𝑥) =
𝑛𝑖∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑖, 𝑗𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑥), (10)

in which {𝑤𝑖, 𝑗 }𝑛𝑖𝑗=1 are given by:

𝑤𝑖, 𝑗 =
exp

(
𝛼𝑖, 𝑗

)∑𝑛𝑖
𝑗=1 exp

(
𝛼𝑖, 𝑗

) . (11)

This design makes the entire framework differentiable to both layer
weights and architectural parameters 𝛼𝑖, 𝑗 so that it is possible to
perform architecture search in an end-to-end fashion. The stan-
dard optimization method is the bi-level optimization proposed
in DARTS, which splits the training set D𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 into two subsets
D1 and D2, one for network parameter updates and the other for
updating the architectural parameters. Both groups of parameters
are updated via gradient descent. After the search process is com-
pleted, the discretization procedure extracts the final sub-network
by selecting the operation on each node with the highest 𝛼𝑖, 𝑗 score
and dropping the low-scored operations. And the final network will
train on the original train set with randomly initialized parameters.

4.2 Motivation
Note that the DARTS workflow select the operation on each node
based on the architectural parameter 𝛼𝑖, 𝑗 , which is based on the
hypothesis that the architectural parameter 𝛼𝑖, 𝑗 can reliably reflect
the quality or importance of operation 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 . However, We have con-
ducted a pilot experiment demonstrating that architectural parame-
ters in DARTS [26] can not reflect the performance of its discretized
sub-networks, resulting in sub-optimal search results.3 This result
motivates us to propose a simple-yet-effective modification to the
DARTS-style architecture search. Instead of relying on the archi-
tecture weights’ values to select the best operation, we propose
directly evaluating the operation’s superiority by its influence on
the hyper-network’s performances. Since our method mimics the
process of conducting ablation studies of a certain operation on
a node from the hyper-network, we refer to our method as the
ablation-based differentiable architecture search (AB-DARTS).

3The performance of the original DARTS will be presented as ablation studeis in Table
4, supporting our claims.
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4.3 Calculating the superiority of each
operation

We first introduce the core of our AB-DARTS method: the calcula-
tion of each operation’s superiority score, defined as how much it
affects the performance of the hyper-network. Denote the complete
hyper-network as𝑀 . Hyper-network𝑀 is trained till convergence
on the training set. We now consider a modified hyper-network
obtained by masking out an operation 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 on Node𝑖 while keeping
all other operations on the node. This new hyper-network is de-
noted as𝑀\𝑜𝑖,𝑗 . We evaluate the two versions of hyper-networks
on the validation data 𝐷𝑣𝑎𝑙 . Denote the metric score as a func-
tion of a model𝑀 , 𝑆 (𝑀), with the validation data fixed. Then the
contribution score of operation 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 is given by:

CS(𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 ) = 𝑆 (𝑀) − 𝑆 (𝑀\𝑜𝑖,𝑗 ). (12)

Note that in the above equation, 𝑆 (𝑀) can be treated as a con-
stant term. Thus the above equation can be simplified to CS(𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 ) =
−𝑆 (𝑀\𝑜𝑖,𝑗 ). The operation that results in the most significant drop
upon masking in the hyper-network’s validation metric will be
considered the most critical operation on that edge. In the exper-
iments, we set 𝑆 () as the negative of the cross-entropy (CE) loss
since the widely applied metrics like accuracy may not vary if the
hyper-network only masks out a single operation.

4.4 The complete process of AB-DARTS
We now describe the whole process of our AB-DARTS method.
Our AB-DARTS method requires the hyper-network to be trained
for 𝐾1 > 0 epochs until convergence on the train set. Note that
different from [25], we freeze the architectural parameters and
train only the model parameters on the train set 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 . No bi-level
optimization is required, thus saving training time costs. Then, we
traverse over all the operations on every node. For each node Node𝑖
of the hyper-network, we evaluate the superiority of each operation
𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 on the development set 𝐷𝑣𝑎𝑙 . Then we select the operation 𝑜∗

𝑖
that receives the highest superiority score for discretizing this node,
that is, keeping this operation and dropping all other operations
on this node. After the discretization of a node, we tune the altered
hyper-network for 𝐾2 > 0 epochs to make the remaining hyper-
network recover the lost performance. The above steps are repeated
until all the nodes are discretized for the hyper-network, and we
obtain the sub-network’s architecture. Then the sub-network𝑀𝑆 is
randomly initialized and trained on the 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 for 𝐾3 > 0 epochs.
Formally, we summarize the above process in Algorithm 1.

5 Experiments
5.1 Baselines
We compare our AutoFormer-TS method with the three groups of
SOTA time series models on the long-horizon forecasting tasks:
(a) deep learning based models, including DLinear [51] and Times-
Net [46]; (b) Transformer-based models, including FedFormer [53],
Autoformer [47], Informer [52], Reformer [21], iTransformer [27]
and PatchTST [32]; (c) Time-series models based on pretrained
models, either pretrained on the large-scale time series corpus or
the other modality. These types of methods include MOMENT [14],

Algorithm 1: Ablation-based differentiable architecture
search
Input: Hyper-network𝑀 with 𝑁 nodes;
Output: Sub-network𝑀𝑆 , with the set of selected

operations {𝑜∗
𝑖
}𝑁
𝑖=1

Data: Training set 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 , validation data 𝐷𝑣𝑎𝑙
1 Train the hyper-network𝑀 on the training set 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 for

𝐾1 epochs;
2 for node index 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑁 do
3 for operation 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 on node Node𝑖 do
4 Calculate the superiority score CS(𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 ) on 𝐷𝑣𝑎𝑙 ;
5 Select the best operation 𝑜∗

𝑖
← argmax𝑗 CS(𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 );

6 Discretize Node𝑖 of hyper-network𝑀 by only keeping
𝑜∗
𝑖
;

7 Further train the hyper-network𝑀 on 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 for 𝐾2
epochs;

8 Train the sub-network𝑀𝑆 on the training set 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 for 𝐾3
epochs;

Time-LLM [19], GPT4TS [54]. On the short-term forecasting tasks,
we further compare our model with N-HiTS [7] and N-BEATS [33].

5.2 Datasets and evaluation metrics
For long-term time series forecasting, we assess our Time-LlaMA
framework on the following datasets, in accordance with [46]:
ETTh1, ETTh2, ETTm1, ETTm2, Weather, Electricity (ECL), Traffic
and ILI. These tasks have been extensively adopted for benchmark-
ing long-term forecasting models. The input time series length
𝑇𝐿 is set as 512, and we use four different prediction horizons
𝑇𝑃 ∈ {96, 192, 336, 720}. The evaluation metrics utilized are the
mean square error (MSE) and the mean absolute error (MAE).

For short-term time series forecasting, we employ the M4 bench-
mark [29]. This benchmark contains a collection of marketing data
in different sampling frequencies. The prediction horizons are rel-
atively small and in {6, 48}, and The input lengths are twice as
prediction horizons. The evaluation metrics for this benchmark
include the symmetric mean absolute percentage error (SMAPE),
the mean scaled absolute error (MSAE), and the overall weighted
average (OWA).

The introduction to the datasets and the evaluation metrics are
presented in Appendix A.

5.3 Experimental setups
Devices We run all our experiments on NVIDIA 4090ti (24GB)
GPUs.
Hyper-parameters for the architecture search stage Our
AB-DARTS method in our AutoFormer-TS framework divides the
workflow into two stages, the architecture search stage and archi-
tecture training stage. During the architecture search stage, the
hyper-network is initialized with the weighted operations and all
the architectural parameters are uniformly initialized. The hyper-
network has three Transformer blocks, and the hidden size is 256.
For time series tokenization, we utilize the patching strategy intro-
duced in [32], with patch length 16 and stride 8. The time series
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Table 2: Results for the long-term forecasting tasks. The prediction horizon 𝑇𝑃 is one of {24, 36, 48, 60} for ILI and one of {96,
192, 336, 720} for the others. Lower value indicates better performance. Bold values represent the best score, while Underlined
means the second best score.

Task
ETTh1 ETTh2 ETTm1 ETTm2 Weather ECL Traffic ILI

MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE

DLinear 0.422 0.437 0.431 0.446 0.357 0.378 0.267 0.333 0.248 0.300 0.166 0.263 0.433 0.295 2.169 1.041

TimesNet 0.458 0.450 0.414 0.427 0.400 0.406 0.291 0.333 0.259 0.287 0.192 0.295 0.620 0.336 2.139 0.931

Autoformer 0.496 0.487 0.450 0.459 0.588 0.517 0.327 0.371 0.338 0.382 0.227 0.338 0.628 0.379 3.006 1.161

Informer 1.040 0.795 4.431 1.729 0.961 0.734 1.410 0.810 0.634 0.548 0.311 0.397 0.764 0.416 5.137 1.544

Reformer 1.029 0.805 6.736 2.191 0.799 0.671 1.479 0.915 0.803 0.656 0.338 0.422 0.741 0.422 4.724 1.445

FedFormer 0.440 0.460 0.437 0.449 0.448 0.452 0.305 0.349 0.309 0.360 0.214 0.327 0.610 0.376 2.847 1.144

iTransformer 0.440 0.460 0.437 0.449 0.448 0.452 0.305 0.349 0.309 0.360 0.214 0.327 0.610 0.376 2.847 1.144

PatchTST 0.413 0.430 0.330 0.379 0.351 0.380 0.255 0.315 0.225 0.264 0.161 0.252 0.390 0.263 1.443 0.797

MOMENT 0.418 0.436 0.352 0.394 0.344 0.379 0.278 0.321 0.228 0.269 0.171 0.272 0.410 0.297 1.952 1.107

Time-LLM 0.428 0.433 0.344 0.393 0.339 0.382 0.271 0.319 0.225 0.257 0.168 0.262 0.408 0.286 1.835 0.906

GPT4TS 0.465 0.455 0.381 0.412 0.388 0.403 0.284 0.339 0.237 0.270 0.167 0.263 0.414 0.294 1.925 0.903

AutoFormer-TS (ours) 0.407 0.424 0.327 0.374 0.329 0.372 0.251 0.313 0.225 0.254 0.158 0.252 0.388 0.264 1.435 0.801

patches are projected to the model dimension via a linear layer.
The forecasting head follows [32], that is, all the time series token
vectors are concatenated and fed into a linear layer to obtain the
predicted time series values.

For training the hyper-network, we use AdamW [28] as the op-
timizer with a linear learning rate decay schedule and 6% of the
training steps for warm-up. The learning rate is set to 1e-4. The
batch size is set according to the training set size, so that each train-
ing epoch contains around 256 to 512 optimization steps. During
training, the architectural weights are frozen. The contribution
score for each operation is calculated on the development set 𝐷𝑑𝑒𝑣 .
For training epochs, we set 𝐾1 = 5 and 𝐾2 = 1. Once the hyper-
network is fully discretized, we obtain the learned sub-network on
the task at hand.
Hyper-parameters for the learned architectures The hyper-
parameters for the learned architectures that is related to the model
sizes will be kept the same with the search stage. The number
of Transformer blocks is 3, and different blocks may have differ-
ent architectures, that is, different attention mechanisms, different
activation functions, or different encoding operations.
Hyper-parameters for the learned architectures’ training and
evaluation For training the learned architectures, we keep the
training settings almost the same with the search stage. Except that
during training at this stage, no contribution scores are needed. The
number of epochs is𝐾 = 50. Early stoppingwithmaximum patience
10 is set. The model is evaluated at the development set 𝐷𝑑𝑒𝑣 every
100 training steps. If the patience exceeds 10, that is, the model’s
evaluation performance does not improve for the last ten evaluation
run, then the model will stop training. And the checkpoint with
the best evaluation performance will be used to make predictions
on the test set.
Reproducibility We run the search stage once for each task.
And the learned sub-network for each task will be run under five

different random seeds and the mean performance on the test set
will be reported.

5.4 Main results
Results for long-term forecasting In Table 2, we report the
average score over four different prediction horizons for the long-
horizon time series forecasting tasks. The experimental results
demonstrate that our AutoFormer-TS method outperforms the base-
lines onmost of the (task, prediction horizon) pairs.When compared
to the previous state-of-the-art (SOTA) model PatchTST, Time-
LlaMA can also achieves advantages. The comparisons against MO-
MENT, Time-LLM and GPT4TS are also meaningful. These three
are very recent works on adapting large language models to the
time-series forecasting tasks.
Results for short-term forecasting To demonstrate that our
method works in the short-term forecasting tasks, we utilize the
M4 benchmark [29]. Table 3 reports the SMAPE, MSAE and OWA
scores. Our experimental results demonstrate that our AutoFormer-
TS method consistently surpasses all baselines when conducting
short-term time series predictions.
Visualization of the learned architectures We present the
third Transformer layers of the learned architectures on the ETTh1,
ETTm1 and M4 tasks in Figure 2. The whole detailed architectures
on each of the tasks are presented in Table 8 in Appendix B. From
the learned architectures, we can observe that:

• We observe task specificity for the best architectures found
on different tasks are different, emphasizing the importance
of task specificity. Note that task specificity is needed to
obtain the SOTA performance on each task, but we will also
show that the architectures have transferability to a certain
degree on Table 6.
• We notice that the task with smaller dataset size prefers a
more light-weighted architecture. For example, the ETTh1’s
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Table 3: Results for the short-term time series forecasting task, M4. The forecasting horizons are in {6, 48}. Lower value indicates
better performance. Bold values represent the best score, while Underlined means the second best.

Method AutoFormer-TS (ours) GPT4TS TIME-LLM MOMENT PatchTST DLinear TimesNet FEDformer N-HiTS N-BEATS

Yearly
SMAPE 13.11 15.11 13.62 13.72 13.68 16.96 15.37 14.02 13.42 13.48
MSAE 3.01 3.56 3.06 3.07 3.12 4.28 3.55 3.04 3.06 3.04
OWA 0.78 0.91 0.79 0.81 0.79 1.06 0.92 0.81 0.80 0.79

Quarterly
SMAPE 10.06 10.59 10.52 10.96 10.38 12.14 10.46 11.10 10.19 10.56
MSAE 1.16 1.25 1.18 1.32 1.23 1.52 1.22 1.35 1.18 1.25
OWA 0.89 0.94 0.89 0.98 0.92 1.11 0.92 0.99 0.89 0.93

Monthly
SMAPE 12.96 13.26 13.10 13.92 12.96 13.51 13.51 14.40 13.06 13.09
MSAE 0.99 1.00 1.10 1.09 0.97 1.03 1.03 1.14 1.01 0.99

OWA 0.90 0.93 0.94 0.99 0.91 0.95 0.95 1.03 0.92 0.92

Others
SMAPE 4.51 6.12 4.93 6.30 4.95 6.70 6.91 7.15 4.71 6.59
MSAE 2.81 4.11 2.95 4.06 3.34 4.95 4.50 4.04 3.05 4.43
OWA 0.94 1.25 0.96 1.30 1.04 1.48 1.43 1.38 0.97 1.39

Average
SMAPE 11.69 12.69 11.92 12.78 12.05 13.63 12.88 13.16 12.035 12.25
MSAE 1.54 1.808 1.57 1.75 1.62 2.09 1.83 1.77 1.62 1.69
OWA 0.81 0.94 0.87 0.93 0.86 1.05 0.95 0.94 0.87 0.89

model set the dimension multiplication factor 𝑘 to be 0.5 at
the second layer, and 1 for the first and third layers.
• We observe that in many of the tasks, the convolution op-
erations act as the encoding operations accompanying the
self-attention module and FFN modules. These design pat-
terns are also observed in [18, 38? ]. Intuitively, convolution
operations extract local features similar to n-gram, which
complement long-term dependency features captured by
self-attention.

5.5 Ablation studies and further analysis
Ablations on the search algorithm Note that the main experi-
ments (Table 2 and 3) employ our AB-DARTS method (Section 4) to
conduct search on our search space. In order to demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our method, we now substitute the search algorithm
by a series of baseline neural architecture search algorithms: (a)
DARTS [25]; (b) Stable-DARTS [2]; (c) Gold-NAS [3]; (d) ENAS [34].
The experiments are conducted on the ETTh1, ETTm1 and M4-
Yearly tasks, and the results are reported in Table 4. The experimen-
tal results show that the AB-DARTS result in the best performance,
demonstrating its effectiveness in selecting appropriate operations
for the task at hand. The effectiveness of our AutoFormer-TS frame-
work comes from the superiority scoring method for the operations
during architecture search.
Ablation studies on the search space We now conduct an
ablation study of our search space by reducing our search spaceS to
a singleton containing the vanilla Transformer architecture step-by-
step: (a) reduce the search space by restricting that the Transformer
architecture must be identical across different blocks (denoted as
search space S1). This type of search space is referred to as the
micro search space [25], whereas the one in our main experiments is
referred to as the macro search space. Intuitively, the macro search
space is much larger than the micro one by allowing more flexible

Table 4: Results for the ablation studies on the architecture
search algorithms.

Task
ETTh1 ETTm1 M4
MSE MSE SMAPE MSAE

A-DARTS (ours) 0.407 0.329 13.11 3.01

DARTS 0.412 0.346 13.35 3.21
Stable-DARTS 0.411 0.341 13.29 3.19
Gold-NAS 0.415 0.343 13.15 3.17
ENAS 0.413 0.351 13.47 3.24

architectural designs. (b) reduce the activation’s search space by
only keeping the ReLU activation for 𝑔()) (denoted as search space
S2); (c) further reduce the encoding operations’ search space to only
include skip (S3); (c) further restrict the dimension multiplication
factor 𝑘 in the FFN module to 𝑘 = 4 (S4). Note that S4 contains
only the vanilla Transformer in PatchTST [32]. Table 5 reports the
results on different search spaces, showing that that dropping any
components of the whole search space results in performance losses.
The results demonstrate that each components of the search space
is necessary and beneficial.
Transferability across tasks Note that the main experiments
(Table 2 and 3) demonstrate task specificity under the AutoFormer-
TS framework, that is, the learned sub-networks are different across
tasks, and achieve SOTA performances. Now we will demonstrate
that the learned sub-networks can be transferred to other tasks and
achieve reasonable performances. The transferability experiments
are conducted on ETTh1, ETTm1 and M4-Yearly, and the results
are presented in Table 6. In Table 6, each row presents the learned
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Figure 2: The learned architectures on the ETTh1, ETTm1 and M4 tasks.

Table 5: Results for the ablation studies on the search spaces.

Task
ETTh1 ETTm1 M4-Yearly
MSE MSE SMAPE MSAE

S 0.407 0.329 13.11 3.01

S1 0.409 0.331 13.16 3.05
S2 0.410 0.342 13.45 3.08
S3 0.410 0.345 13.57 3.10

S4 (PatchTST) 0.413 0.351 13.68 3.12

models on different tasks, and each column presents the target task.
From Table 6, the following observations can be made:
• The best performance are obtained by learning the model
on the task at hand, and the transferred model from other
tasks performs less well.
• Note that on the two long-horizon forecasting tasks, the
transferredmodels obtain better performance than PatchTST,
showing a certain degree of transferability.
• transferability between the long-horizon and short-horizon
forecasting tasks are less well. The transferred models per-
forms worse than PatchTST.

On the efficiency of the AutoFormer workflow We use the
ETTh1 task to demonstrate the search efficiency. Running the
ETTh1 task with PatchTST takes 10.2 min. For searching, DARTS
takes 30.6 min for searching new architectures and another 10.5
min for running the obtained architecture. Since AB-DARTS does
not require bi-level optimization, it requires 11.5 min for running

Table 6: Results for transferring the learned architectures
from one task to another.

Model
ETTh1 ETTm1 M4-Yearly
MSE MSE SMAPE MSAE

Learned model on ETTh1 0.407 0.335 13.85 3.18
Learned model on ETTm1 0.411 0.321 13.85 3.18

Learned model on M4-Yearly 0.418 0.367 13.11 3.01
PatchTST 0.413 0.351 13.68 3.12

training steps and 9.4 min for calculating operations’ contribution
scores. And the re-training stage takes 9.97 min. Our method con-
sumes around three times the training time of PatchTST, which is
affordable compared to manually designing different architectures
and running numerous evaluations.

6 Conclusion
In this work, we propose the AutoFormer-TS framework, which
enhances the performance of Transformer on time series forecast-
ing tasks via searching for novel architectures. First, a novel and
comprehensive search space is constructed, allowing for room of
improvements via architectural design. Then we introduce a novel
AB-DARTS method. This method improves upon existing DNAS ap-
proaches by better selecting the proper neural network operations.
Extensive experiments proves that AutoFormer-TS consistently
outperforms state-of-the-art baselines across various forecasting
benchmarks. In addition, our framework is efficient since it does
not require too much additional training time.
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A Appendix: datasets and evaluation metrics
A.1 Datasets
We evaluate the long-term forecasting (ltf) performance on the
well-established eight different benchmarks, including four ETT
datasets (including ETTh1, ETTh2, ETTm1, and ETTm2) from [52],
Weather, Electricity, Traffic, and ILI from [47]. For short-term time
series forecasting (STF), we employ the M4 benchmark [29].
ETT The Electricity Transformer Temperature (ETT) is a crucial
indicator in the electric power long-term deployment. This dataset
consists of 2 years data from two separated counties in China. To
explore the granularity on the Long sequence time-series forecast-
ing (LSTF) problem, different subsets are created, ETTh1, ETTh2
for 1-hour-level and ETTm1 for 15-minutes-level. Each data point
consists of the target value ”oil temperature” and 6 power load
features. The train/val/test is 12/4/4 months.
ECLMeasurements of electric power consumption in one house-
hold with a one-minute sampling rate over a period of almost 4
years. Different electrical quantities and some sub-metering values
are available.This archive contains 2075259 measurements gath-
ered in a house located in Sceaux (7km of Paris, France) between
December 2006 and November 2010 (47 months).
Traffic Traffic is a collection of hourly data from California Depart-
ment of Transportation, which describes the road occupancy rates
measured by different sensors on San Francisco Bay area freeways.
Weather Weather is recorded every 10 minutes for the 2020 whole
year, which contains 21 meteorological indicators, such as air tem-
perature, humidity, etc.
ILI The influenza-like illness (ILI) dataset contains records of pa-
tients experiencing severe influenza with complications.
M4 The M4 benchmark comprises 100K time series, amassed from
various domains commonly present in business, financial, and eco-
nomic forecasting. These time series have been partitioned into
six distinctive datasets, each with varying sampling frequencies
that range from yearly to hourly. These series are categorized into
five different domains: demographic, micro, macro, industry, and
finance.

The datasets’ statistics are presented in Table 7.

A.2 Evaulation metrics
We now specify the evaluation metrics we used for comparing
different models. We utilize the mean square error (MSE) and mean
absolute error (MAE) for long-term forecasting. For the short-term
forecasting task on M4 benchmark, we adopt the symmetric mean
absolute percentage error (SMAPE), mean absolute scaled error
(MASE), and overall weighted average (OWA), following [33]. The

calculations of these metrics are as follows:

MSE =
1
𝐻
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ℎ=1
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MAPE =
100
𝐻

𝐻∑︁
ℎ=1

|Yℎ − Ŷℎ |
|Yℎ |

, (16)

MASE =
1
𝐻

𝐻∑︁
ℎ=1

|Yℎ − Ŷℎ |
1

𝐻−𝑠
∑𝐻
𝑗=𝑠+1 |Y𝑗 − Y𝑗−𝑠 |

, (17)

OWA =
1
2

[
SMAPE

SMAPENaive
+ MASE
MASENaive

]
, (18)

(19)

where 𝑠 is the periodicity of the time series data. 𝐻 denotes the
number of data points (i.e., prediction horizon in our cases). Yℎ and
Ŷℎ are the ℎ-th ground truth and prediction where ℎ ∈ {1, · · · , 𝐻 }.

B Appendix: the learned architectures on
different tasks

The Table 8 presents the learned architectures via our AutoFormer-
TS framework.
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Table 7: Dataset statistics. The dimension indicates the number of time series (i.e., channels), and the dataset size is organized
in (training, validation, testing).

Tasks Dataset Dim. Series Length Dataset Size Frequency Domain

Long-term Forecasting

ETTm1 7 {96, 192, 336, 720} (34465, 11521, 11521) 15 min Temperature
ETTm2 7 {96, 192, 336, 720} (34465, 11521, 11521) 15 min Temperature
ETTh1 7 {96, 192, 336, 720} (8545, 2881, 2881) 1 hour Temperature
ETTh2 7 {96, 192, 336, 720} (8545, 2881, 2881) 1 hour Temperature
Electricity 321 {96, 192, 336, 720} (18317, 2633, 5261) 1 hour Electricity
Traffic 862 {96, 192, 336, 720} (12185, 1757, 3509) 1 hour Transportation
Weather 21 {96, 192, 336, 720} (36792, 5271, 10540) 10 min Weather
ILI 7 {24, 36, 48, 60} (617, 74, 170) 1 week Illness

Short-term Forecasting

M4-Yearly 1 6 (23000, 0, 23000) Yearly Demographic
M4-Quarterly 1 8 (24000, 0, 24000) Quarterly Finance
M4-Monthly 1 18 (48000, 0, 48000) Monthly Industry
M4-Weakly 1 13 (359, 0, 359) Weakly Macro
M4-Daily 1 14 (4227, 0, 4227) Daily Micro
M4-Hourly 1 48 (414, 0, 414) Hourly Other

Table 8: The learned architectures on different tasks.

Architecture ETTh1 ETTh2 ETTm1 ETTm2 M4-yearly
Layer 1: Encoding operation at self-attention Conv_3 Conv_3 Conv_3 Skip Conv_5
Layer 1: Encoding operation at FFN Skip Skip Skip Conv_1 Skip
Layer 1: Attention function Concat_Attn Concat_Attn EP_Attn Minus_Attn Dot_Attn
Layer 1: Activation function Leaky_ReLU Leaky_ReLU ELU GeLU ReLU
Layer 1: Dimension multiplication factor 𝑘 1 2 4 2 1
Layer 2: Encoding operation at self-attention Skip Conv_3 Conv_1 Conv_1 Conv_3
Layer 2: Encoding operation at FFN Skip Conv_1 Skip Skip Conv_3
Layer 2: Attention function Minus_Attn Minus_Attn Bilinear_Attn Dot_Attn Dot_Attn
Layer 2: Activation function SWISH GeLU SWISH GeLU Leaky_ReLU
Layer 2: Dimension multiplication factor 𝑘 0.5 1 4 2 0.5
Layer 3: Encoding operation at self-attention Conv_3 Conv_1 Skip Skip Conv_1
Layer 3: Encoding operation at FFN Skip Conv_5 Conv_3 Skip Conv_3
Layer 3: Attention function Dot_Attn Concat_Attn EP_attn EP_attn Dot_Attn
Layer 3: Activation function ReLU GeLU GeLU Leaky_ReLU GeLU
Layer 3: Dimension multiplication factor 𝑘 1 2 4 1 2
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